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) is one of the most influential works in the philosophy of science in the last half century. Kuhn argued that normal science is usually a cumulative stream of activity dominated by a single paradigm, but occasionally this stream is punctuated by revolutionary upheavals. In these upheavals the normal paradigm is overthrown by a new intellectual order. While Kuhn meant his work to refer exclusively to the physical sciences, social and behavioral scientists heard his general thesis as a clarion call. For many social scientists in different theoretical camps it was attractive to believe they possessed the revolutionary paradigm among many competing paradigms (Price, 1978 As a result, they found the activities of cumulative normal science much less compelling than making claims for their own favorite paradigm. The social and behavioral sciences have been much poorer as a result.
While one wing of the social sciences is currently moving away from positivism itself, and toward interpretation for its own sake (Gergen, 1994) , there are encouraging signs that a cumulative behavioral and social science is beginning to develop in other quarters (Lipsey & Wilson, 1993) . One of the principal vehicles for this new emphasis on cumulativeness is metaanalysis (Hunter, Schmidt, & Jackson, 1982; Rosenthal, 1991) . Metaanalysis has allowed the recent summary and appraisal of numerous fields of research. The paper by Durlak and Wells (1997) promises to establish a similar beachhead for prevention research.
Even though the accomplishments are impressive, there are still those who remain uninformed or skeptical about the potential contributions of meta-analysis as an addition to the methodological repertoire of the social sciences. While skepticism is a virtue among scientists, it sometimes reflects adherence to older traditions that have served us less well than we imagined. One of these is an uncritical reliance on statistical significance tests (Schmidt, 1996) and another is the well-documented tendency among humans, and even scientists, to be influenced by judgment biases (Kahneman, 1982; Tversky, 1988) . For example, we are likely to be inclined to favor one vivid and concrete example of a single research finding over better evidence that takes into account a whole distribution findings, repeatedly sampled from a population of studies.
A PIVOTAL APPRAISAL
The Durlak and Wells (1997) paper is a powerful example of how a meta-analysis can, at the right moment in a maturing field, provide a pivotal appraisal and point out new opportunities for further high impact research. Among the advantages illustrated by the Durlak and Wells meta-analysis are that (a) it provides a counterweight to misjudgments based on findings from a single study, (b) it can help identify high potency interventions and allow systematic evaluation of other interventions whose effectiveness may have been overestimated, (c) it can aid in finding promising new hypotheses, (d) it can provide an empirical basis for identifying methodological best practices, (e) it can help in evaluating the plausibility of a working classification system for a growing field, and finally, (f) it provides a crucial supplement to individual expert opinion in evaluating the promise and maturity of a new field such as prevention research.
